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Abstract
The current mechanisms by which scholars and their work are evaluated across higher education are
unsustainable and, we argue, increasingly corrosive. Relying on a limited set of proxy measures, current
systems of evaluation fail to recognize and reward the many dependencies upon which a healthy
scholarly ecosystem relies. Drawing on the work of the HuMetricsHSS Initiative, this essay argues that by
aligning values with practices, recognizing the vital processes that enrich the work produced, and
grounding our indicators of quality in the degree to which we in the academy live up to the values for
which we advocate, a values-enacted approach to research production and evaluation has the capacity to
reshape the culture of higher education.
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Introduction
“The tyranny of the quantiﬁable is partly the failure of
language and discourse to describe more complex, subtle,
and ﬂuid phenomena, as well as the failure of those who
shape opinions and make decisions to understand and
value these slippier things. It is difﬁcult, sometimes even
impossible, to value what cannot be named or described,
and so the task of naming and describing is an essential one
in any revolt against the status quo of capitalism and
consumerism”.
— Rebecca Solnit (2014, p. 97)

T

he current mechanisms by which scholars and their work
are evaluated across higher education are unsustainable
and, we argue, increasingly corrosive. Relying on a limited
set of proxy measures, current systems of evaluation fail to
recognize and reward the many dependencies upon which a
healthy scholarly ecosystem relies.1 The publication of a journal
article or a monograph, for example, depends upon feedback
from reviewers whose insights and effort enhance the scholarship while they and their work remain largely invisible, unacknowledged, and undervalued. If, as Bergeron et al. (2014) have
argued, “research productivity is the determining factor in
academic rewards” but the conditions of scholarly production
are ultimately unsustainable, the mechanisms of scholarly evaluation are caught up in a pernicious cycle in which the academy
rewards products of scholarship without acknowledging and
sustaining the very processes that enhance their production.
Worse still, traditional bibliometrics and alternative metrics
(“altmetrics”) that attempt to designate quality and measure
“impact” in strictly quantiﬁable terms have a ﬂattening and
alienating effect. By assigning a score or set of scores—like the
number of citations, mentions, or shares—as proxies of quality,
such metrics are unable to effectively account for nuances of
context, depth of engagement, integrity of process, or sophistication of argument. Metrics ﬂatten out these aspects of scholarship that testify to its quality. They seduce scholars into
caring more about these proxies than the quality and impact
they purport to indicate. This obsession with a limited number
of proxy measures devalues a wider diversity of scholarly contributions, such as public-oriented work, and erases the labor of
those outside traditional scholarly pathways. Current engines of
evaluation not only mistake quantity of production for quality of
scholarship, they also fail to recognize and sustain the many
scholarly activities not captured by these mechanisms that
nevertheless enrich academic and public life.
While the contextual frame for the current essay is largely
based in the United States, we have engaged with like-minded
initiatives within the European context. Though the framing here
may be constrained by nuances germane to the North American
context, particularly as it relates to tenure system processes, we
suggest that these interventions are applicable to higher education
systems across the globe not least because to be effective they
must be situated within and adapted for local contexts.
As more provosts demand dashboards of quantitative metrics
to evaluate the impact of faculty scholarship and as more
humanities and social sciences (HSS) promotion-and-tenure
dossiers and faculty annual reviews are required to include citation counts and other so-called research impact metrics, there is a
growing sense among scholars that they are being evaluated on
what is easily measured rather than on any holistic understanding
of the impact their teaching, service, and scholarship actually has.
Such attempts to determine quality by measuring quantity, using
a toolset that captures a shockingly narrow set of outputs when
considered against the many activities that comprise a scholar’s
2

practices, fuel a toxic culture predicated on scarcity, competition,
and alienation from personal and institutional values.2
Reversing this insidious cycle of alienation requires interventions at three levels, the development of which have formed the
core of the work of the authors in their roles as co-PIs on the
Humane Metrics in Humanities and Social Sciences (HuMetricsHSS) initiative. The ﬁrst intervention calls for a realignment
of how the academy conceptualizes and assesses academic practice, shifting from a focus on research output to one on scholarly
process. The second insists that when research products are
broken down into their constituent processes— the how rather
than the what—what is reinforced is (a) the primacy of the end
product as the ne plus ultra of scholarship and (b) the myth of the
lone scholar. Privileging the product elides the diverse amalgam
of activities that contribute to the quality of the outcome. Critical
to the success of a digital humanities project, for example, are
activities ranging from data curation to coding to project management to accessibility review; for a research article, to take
another example, critical activities include peer review, editing,
and proofreading, the intellectual work for which is barely (if
ever) recognized in product-oriented evaluation metrics. The
myth of the lone scholar similarly fails to recognize a wider cast of
actors who contribute substantively to the quality of the scholarship produced—the librarians and community activists and
editors and mentors who give the scholarship texture and depth.
The third and most fundamental intervention in our work is a
focus on engaging institutions to establish contextual sets of
carefully negotiated values that are agreed upon by their scholarly
communities and enacted through scholarly processes and practices. By leading scholars at a given institution or in a given
department, school, or center through structured conversations
designed to reconnect them with the core values that animate
their professional work and their institution’s mission, we seek to
cultivate fulﬁlling habits of scholarship and provide a framework
for more meaningful modes of evaluation. Aligning academic
recognition and reward with such a values framework has a
powerful transformative effect. It allows for the acknowledgment
of the vital and often undervalued processes and people that
enrich scholarship and scholarly life, and it can nudge institutions
toward the fulﬁllment of the promise of their mission statements
or strategic plans in more than name alone. In fact, we would
argue that for scholars, scholarly work, or scholarly processes to
be deemed “excellent”3—or for institutions to be highly ranked or
library collections to be deemed of “high quality”—“excellence”
and “quality”, which too often serve as empty signiﬁers, must be
recast in terms of how effectively an explicit set of shared and
agreed-upon values are instantiated in the work(s) produced (For
more angles on this argument, see Kraemer-Mbula et al. (2020)).
The HuMetricsHSS initiative, together with other efforts that
are developing complementary frameworks and approaches,
builds on the three levels of interventions described above to
stimulate and support a transformative process that, we argue, is
capable of reshaping the culture of higher education, starting with
the humanities and social sciences.
Perverse incentives
Evaluation systems and the activities they incentivize are particularly ill-matched to the values that animate much research in
HSS disciplines. Current incentive structures not only do not
encourage but in fact often discourage scholars from engaging in
work—from formative review to mentoring, from communityengaged participatory research to collaborative interdisciplinary
scholarship—that is necessary to maintain ﬂourishing communities in which research and pedagogy can thrive. These practices
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nevertheless are essential pillars of the infrastructure of the
academy. They deepen our understanding of the issues we study,
enhance our relationships with colleagues, and actively enrich
public life.
Applications of metrics in HSS contexts, especially against
the backdrop of efforts like the Research Excellence Framework
(REF) in the United Kingdom, have generated considerable
skepticism. Such evaluation approaches neither correctly assess
the quality and impact of HSS scholarship nor serve the best
interest of HSS researchers. Much HSS research requires
lengthy time to publication, signiﬁcant developmental editing
in the publication process, and a broad ecosystem of scholarly
practices and objects (not least of which is the most-rewarded
measure for the purposes of promotion and tenure in the
humanities: the scholarly monograph). Even the fairly recent
inclusion of monographs in commercial bibliometrics databases
such as Scopus and the existence of Clarivate Analytics’ Book
Citation Index does not counteract the fact that the scores
assigned to researchers for “impact” (the “h-index”, for
instance) are unevenly weighted against traditionally singleauthor monographic disciplines. Compared with their STEM
colleagues, researchers in HSS cannot produce enough or
publish fast enough or get cited quickly enough for their work
to seem to count as impactfully important. To make matters
worse, as noted by Simon Baker (2018), much of this work is
not cited at all.
Jeanette Hatherhill (2018) has argued that many scholars in
HSS ﬁelds have by and large rejected current metrics systems
because of their “exclusion of non-traditional scholarship and
interdisciplinary research, difﬁculty in sub disciplinary application, replication of systemic gender bias, and complicity in the
corporatization of the academy”. They are inherently biased
toward fast-paced, highly competitive, and article-focused
disciplines.
Even altmetrics, skeptics argue, cannot convey the breadth of
HSS research engagement. As shown by Bornmann (2014) and
Scott (2012), social media attention does not equal quality, relevance, or impact, and alternative metrics cannot account for more
ephemeral, yet essential, interactions such as classroom debates,
public discussions, or conversations at conferences—nor can any
metrics account for the full range of scholarly activities performed
by contingent and tenure-system faculty alike, whether they work
in a community or small liberal arts college, a comprehensive
regional institution, or a national research-intensive university.
Furthermore, the metrics systems currently adopted (and abused)
in academic evaluation are designed for and mostly focus on
summative assessments of the ﬁnal output of research and not on
the kind of formative assessments that would help researchers
and scholars improve their practices and elevate the quality of
their scholarship. No wonder, then, that researchers such as Hicks
et al. (2015) and Laudel and Gläser (2006) or those at even
research-intensive universities such as Rutgers (Flaherty, 2016)
have grave concerns regarding the potential uses and abuses of
metrics in personnel reviews. By establishing incentives for
advancement that focus on canonical or well-recognized indicators, such as citations to and in journal articles, such metrics
distort the reality of academic labor and undermine a more
holistic approach to scholarly life.
Given the perverse incentives enabled by current mechanisms
of evaluation in higher education, is it any surprise that scholars
act in self-serving ways: they treat graduate students with disdain
(K. J. Baker, 2018; Braxton et al., 2011; Noy and Ray, 2012), steal
each other’s ideas (Bouville, 2008; Douglas, 1992; Grossberg,
2004; Hansson, 2008; Lawrence, 2002; Martin, 1997; Resnik,
2012), engage in citation gaming practices (Baccini et al., 2019;
Cronin, 2014; Gruber, 2014; Rouhi, 2017; Sabaratnam and Kirby,
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2014) such as “citation cartels” (Franck, 1999; Onbekend et al.,
2016) or even outright citation malpractice (Davenport and
Snyder, 1995), cite only those with whom they agree (Hojat et al.,
2003; Mahoney, 1977), insist that their Ph.D. students cite them
in every work (Hüppauf, 2018; Sugimoto, 2014), require undergraduates buy their $200 book,4 manipulate images to better suit
their argument (Clark, 2013; Cromey, 2010; Jordan, 2014),
manipulate p-values (Gelman and Loken, 2013; Head et al., 2015;
Wicherts et al., 2016),5 denigrate competitors’ research in peer
review (Balietti et al., 2016; Lee and Schunn, 2011; Mahoney,
1977; Mallard et al., 2009; Penders, 2018; Rouhi, 2017)—or
openly ridicule earnest peer review of what turn out to be hoax
papers (Mounk et al., 2018; Schliesser, 2018; White, 2004)—or
change their research to suit the metrics, as Aagaard et al. (2015)
and Díaz-Faes et al. (2016) and many others (Chubb and Reed,
2018; Gingras, 2016; Hammarfelt and de Rijcke, 2015; Pontille
and Torny, 2010; Rafols et al., 2012) suggest often happens?These
symptoms of a toxic culture are shaped and sustained by a neoliberal ideology that understands education as a private good
oriented toward idiosyncratic ends within an environment of
heightened competition (Fitzpatrick, 2019, pp. 26–33).
Toxic culture. In his speculative video Our Program (2016),
Zachary Kaiser follows the trajectory of this neoliberal ideology to
a logical, dystopian conclusion. In so doing, Kaiser uncovers three
dimensions of the ideology (mis)shaping higher education that
need to be redressed if a more humane, enriching, and supportive
academic culture is to be nurtured and sustained. Our Program
imagines a not-too-distant future in which small stock marketlike tickers are mounted outside of the ofﬁce of every faculty
member to track in real time and to showcase for everyone the
evaluative metrics of each member of the faculty—their so-called
Faculty Productivity Index (FPI). The effect of the appearance of
these tickers on the imagined department is to make palpable the
competitive arena in which the faculty are situated, to exert
relentless time pressure upon them to be efﬁcient and productive,
and to further alienate them from the work they value most. As
the disembodied voice of the video says of the presence of the
tickers: “It became part of our physical and psychic landscape—
our numbers always there for us and our colleagues to see”. Even
if there are not (yet) physical tickers installed outside of every
faculty ofﬁce across higher education, the obsession with metrics
has already distorted the psychic landscape of the academy. The
contours of this distorted landscape are determined, we argue, by
three primary dimensions: the pervasive culture of competition,
the accelerated rhythms of academic time, and the alienation
from core values.
Higher education has come to be dominated by a concern with
individual distinction that drives constant competition within a
prestige economy. In Generous Thinking Kathleen Fitzpatrick
captures the manner in which competition saturates our thinking
and subverts our attempts to collaborate when she writes:
Always, always, in the hidden unconscious of the profession, there is this competition: for positions, for people, for
resources, for acclaim. And the drive to compete that this
mode of being instills in us can’t ever be fully contained by
these speciﬁc processes; it bleeds out into all areas of the
ways we work, even when we are working together.
(Fitzpatrick, 2019, pp. 26–27)
This pervasiveness of competition (in the face of limited
resources, whether real or imagined) undermines scholarly
collaboration and the shared creation of knowledge by infusing
our work together with an intense obsession with individual
distinction that privileges corrosive forms of interaction. These
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competitive forms of interaction have become internalized in
such a way that scholarship itself has become identiﬁed with a
toxic agonism and exclusionary practices that threaten its very
existence. Fitzpatrick puts it this way:
That need to be competitive, as it manifests within the
university, leads scholars to adopt pugilistic forms of
critique, as well as styles of discourse that exclude the
uninitiated, as the primary modes of engagement with our
work. These modes allow us not only to demonstrate our
dominance over the materials that we study and the ways
that those who’ve gone before us have studied them, but
also to establish and maintain our standing within the
academic marketplace. (Fitzpatrick, 2019, pp. 129–130)
The drive to establish and then maintain standing within the
academic marketplace also distorts the rhythm of academic
time. Scholarly work is disciplined by the temporality of the
tenure clock and the accounting practices associated with the
metrics of production that allegedly determine prestige.6 By
parsing scholarly activity into discrete categories of teaching,
research, and service, the contemporary tenure and promotion
process confuses means with ends, segregates integrated modes
of scholarly engagement, and imposes reiﬁed time constraints
on essential scholarly processes that when done well—and with
care for the work and for one another—take more time. As
Mountz et al. (2015) put it, “the overzealous production of
research for audit damages the production of research that
actually makes a difference”.
This distorted relationship with time has deleterious effects on
scholarship and on the scholarly community. With regard to the
former, neoliberal institutional time defers the possibility of being
present to the unfolding of an idea, disciplines the pursuit of a
thread of inquiry that may lead in unanticipated directions, and
truncates the advancement of knowledge by ﬂattening our
attempts to discover depth of meaning. In reﬂecting on her
experience working with St. Joseph’s Community School in the
early 1970’s, Patricia Hill Collins emphasizes the generative
power of stepping outside of the debilitating structures imposed
by higher education:
St. Joseph enabled me to explore the connections among
critical pedagogy, engaged scholarship, and the politics of
knowledge production, delaying for a decade the deadening
‘publish or perish’ ethos of higher education. Instead, it put
me on a different path of being a rigorous scholar and
public intellectual with an eye toward social justice.
(Collins, 2012, p. 17)
Escaping the deadening ethos of higher education enabled
Collins, “to experience ideas and actions as iterative” (p. 16).
Collins’ experience suggests too the degree to which a distorted
relationship with time undermines attempts to integrate iterative
and intersectional practices of scholarship—ones where the
process matters as much as the output—into the life of the
university in ways that afﬁrm the work and experiences of
traditionally underrepresented minorities. Such practices take
time, and they require care in relation to both the people and the
issues involved. Careful and caring scholarship requires a level of
attention that cannot easily be accomplished within the “deadening ‘publish or perish’ ethos of higher education”, for, as
Virginia Held (2015) has emphasized, in an ethics of care “one
attends with sensitivity to particular others in actual historical
circumstances, one seeks a satisfactory relation between oneself
and these others, one cultivates trust, one responds to needs,
aiming at and bringing about as best one can the well-being of the
others along with that of oneself”.
4

If the culture of competition and the acceleration of time
characterize two dimensions of the distorted landscape of
contemporary higher education, an alienation from values names
an extremely pernicious third.
Indeed, one of the greatest ironies of the scarcity-fueled
system of hypercompetition in which scholars in HSS now ﬁnd
themselves is the apparent mismatch between scholars’ own
values and those they believe the academy to hold. A recent
survey by the ScholCommLab (Niles et al., 2020) that asked
faculty members why they publish where they do elucidates this
phenomenon. “Put plainly”, the authors write, “our work
suggests that faculty are guided by a perception that their peers
are more driven by journal prestige, journal metrics (i.e., JIF
[journal impact factor] and journal citations), and money (i.e.,
merit pay) than they are, while they themselves value readership
and open access of a journal more”. The study suggests that
junior faculty tend to adjust their behavior to ﬁt not their own
values, but rather those they perceive to be held by their senior
colleagues (who, the team’s research ﬁnds, are actually even
more likely to value readership, openness, and other nontraditional indicators of prestige). The researchers extrapolate
their ﬁndings to the tenure and promotion process, where, they
argue, junior and non-tenured faculty appear to believe that
those evaluating them care about publication frequency and
publication in high-ranking journals above all else, while the
tenured faculty they interviewed—those who serve on tenure
and promotion committees—typically take a more nuanced
view. There appears to be a curious slippage occurring between
perceived and actual values that ends up disempowering junior
scholars by leading them to view the processes or standards by
which they are judged not only as the inalterable dictates of an
alienated and depersonalized administrative body, but also as
the very structures that they must replicate and reinforce as they
become more senior in order to legitimize their status
(Diamantes, 2005; McKiernan et al., 2019; Zacchia, 2017). The
slippage occurring between perceived and actual values
manifests itself even more so when those academics who ﬁnd
themselves involved in evaluation processes seem forced by
current evaluation systems and established behaviors to neglect
(or forget) the values they themselves claim as their own. Even if
frank conversations about possible change occur, there is a
regressive dimension of evaluation that regularly returns to a
common refrain of “this is how it’s always been done” or an
assertion that the existing process is the only means of
establishing objectivity at scale while remaining competitive in
a prestige economy (For more on this point, see, e.g., Moher
et al., 2018).
An intervention that has sought to redress the regressive
dimension of traditional evaluation processes at scale is the
Cultivating Pathways of Intellectual Leadership (CPIL) initiative
of the College of Arts and Letters at Michigan State University
(MSU). Leveraging the existing processes of the promotion and
tenure process at a research-intensive land-grant university
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Land-grant_university), the CPIL
framework is designed to empower scholars to identify career
goals toward which their work is oriented, including a
consideration of the values that will inform the scholarship they
undertake. By reorienting the existing cadence of formative
mentoring conversations between scholars and their supervisors
toward an explicit articulation and documentation of the goals,
values, and practices that will shape the work in the short,
medium, and long term, the CPIL approach seeks to intentionally
align personal and institutional values such that the practices and
products of scholarship enact the agreed-upon values. This
approach does not require a radical departure from the practices
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that currently shape the promotion-and-tenure process at major
research universities. It does, however, require a subtle but
important shift in thinking about the traditional three legs of the
tenure-and-promotion stool (i.e., research, teaching, and service).
A discussion of this model by the MSU College of Arts and
Letters leadership team puts it this way:
By empowering colleagues to identify the core values that
animate their work, and providing them with a structure
that can value this work in a variety of forms, we’ve had to
reimagine the tenure and promotion process in the College
by shifting its focus from means (teaching, research,
service) to ends (sharing knowledge, expanding opportunity, mentorship and stewardship). This shift opens new
opportunities to recognize and reward a wider variety of
activities as contributing to the core mission of the
university. (Cilano et al., 2020)
This shift from means to ends enables those scholars who
understand their teaching, research, and service work as
intimately woven together to tell a more textured story about
the impact of their work. The CPIL framework thus challenges
traditional dichotomies between activism and scholarship,
teaching and research, and individual and collaborative accomplishment in ways that enable institutions to recognize and
reward a wider diversity of scholarship and support faculty
committed to undertaking meaningful work that enacts the values
about which they care most deeply.
Aligning values with practices requires, as Fitzpatrick has
argued, “transforming the thinking within our institutions in
ways that will enable us to argue in new terms, on our own terms,
for the real nonmarket, public service function of our institutions
of higher education with those outside of them” (2019, p. 195).
Such transformative thinking challenges us not only to trace the
source of toxicity to the neoliberal ideology that instrumentalizes
education and shrinks it to a private good for autonomous
individuals, but to articulate and advocate for ways to measure up
to an ideal of education as a public good oriented toward creating
more just realities within complex, intersectional, and interdependent communities.
Even if the academy is beginning to turn in this direction, the
great distance we have yet to travel is clear from the following two
lived experiences.
In 2018, Yvette DeChavez, then a postdoctoral lecturer in
American literature, designed an “inherently political” syllabus
and course description, in which the authors taught included no
white men. A professor in the department where she was working
suggested not only that she adapt it to include “more canonical
(i.e., white male)” writers, but that it would be prudent to do so if
she wanted to have appeal on the job market. She did not make
the change. Instead, as she writes in an Los Angeles Times article,
“My students not only appreciated it, they grew from the
experience. On more than one occasion, a student of color broke
down in tears, expressing that it was the ﬁrst time they’d ever read
something by someone like them in a university setting”
(DeChavez, 2018). If that’s not what we mean when we talk
about impact, we’re doing it wrong.
DeChavez, a successful researcher and writer focusing on
“centering the voices, narratives, and performances of Indigenous
Americans and People of Color in academia and the media”, now
bills herself as a “recovering academic” (yvettedechavez.com). Her
recovery is academia’s loss. Here is a ﬁrst-generation scholar who
actively intervened in the colonialist structures that underpin
academe, who lived and adhered to her values despite being told
that doing so would make her less valuable in the academic
ecosystem, and whose experiences in that ecosystem led her to
abandon it altogether.
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If DeChavez’s experience speaks to what leads scholars to leave
the academy, Michaela McSweeney’s experience highlights the
price so many pay to enter it. In an interview with Skye Cleary on
the American Philosophical Association blog, McSweeney, now
an assistant professor of philosophy at Boston University, speaks
candidly about her experience in graduate school: “I felt like no
one understood me and like I was completely out of place, an
alien. I also felt like a traitor to my own values, a lot of the time.
Maybe almost all of the time”. She goes on to provide this advice
to other scholars:
[D]on’t let people make you believe that you have to make
compromises about whatever it is that matters to you the
most, about your deepest moral and personal commitments. You don’t. Nothing is worth doing that for; if you
have values that you must completely and continuously
compromise in order to “be successful” in something, then
that job and that success will not make you happy. This
should be obvious to us, but I think academic careers suck
you in so much that somehow it is not obvious in this
context. (Cleary, 2018)
McSweeney names here the distorting effect of an academic
context that has become toxic. The metrics we have historically
used to quantify “success” in higher education are not rooted in
shared values that the higher education endeavor purports to
uphold. As the tickers in Kaiser’s speculative imaginary so
eloquently demonstrate, our tendency to value what can be
counted alienates us from ourselves and others and prevents us
from undertaking meaningful work that might have transformative impact. A change in orientation is required if we are to
redress the toxic culture of higher education.
Just such a change is suggested by Moore et al. in “‘Excellence
R Us’: University Research and the Fetishisation of Excellence”
(2016), who propose that the rhetoric of “excellence” be
substituted with that of “soundness” and “capacity building”, to
address the hypercompetitive modus operandi that is so pervasive
in current practices of research and scholarship. They claim that
“the evaluation of ‘soundness’ is based on the practice of
scholarship, whereas ‘excellence’ is a characteristic of its objects
(outputs and actors)” (2016, p. 8). Indeed, scholarly production is
iterative, has interwoven dependencies, and is contextualized by
community, all of which suggests the need for a more
sophisticated assessment of process rather than a crude accounting of product. “In this sense”, as Moore et al. argue, “soundness
aligns well with approaches that locate the value of scholarship
and evaluation in the nature of its processes (that is, ‘proper
practice’) and its social conduct” (2016, p. 8). While the shift from
“excellence” to “soundness” goes some distance in redressing a
toxic culture of competition by directing attention to structures of
argument, this rhetorical move remains too limited in scope—it
redresses just one among a broader array of values.
The rhetoric of excellence has created a culture of hypertoxicity
and competition, and, as we argue in our introduction, a
corrective shift from an evaluation of outputs to one of processes
is a crucial step toward cultivating a healthier academic
ecosystem. A focus on processes and practices lays bare much
of the undervalued and largely invisible labor that is both critical
to enhancing the quality of the work produced and constitutive of
a deeper, more fulﬁlling sense of what Bruce Macfarlane has
called “academic citizenship” (2007, 261). The wide range of
activities associated with academic citizenship—from peer
reviewing to mentoring, from teaching observations to leadership
in scholarly societies or on university committees—are key to the
success of any academic endeavor. However, as Kathy Lund Dean
and Jeanie M. Forray (2018) argue about peer review, we
currently operate in “a performance evaluation system that
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rewards publications as academic scholarship while rendering
invisible a fundamental component in the production of that
scholarship”.) If we were to break down the output that is a
monograph, for example, into the processes and the people on
which it depends, we would quickly see the false narrative of the
single-author product dissolve into a rich array of vital
interconnected processes performed by myriad people, ranging
from the curation of bibliographic material to the formative and
evaluative review provided by other scholars.
In the current system, we overemphasize and disproportionately reward scholarly output as a lone endeavor, paying little to
no attention to the contributions many colleagues provide, and
thereby starving the roots of an ecosystem in favor of a single tree.
Our forms of measurement and recognition distort and
destabilize this ecosystem, impoverishing the very scholarly
practices upon which it depends. Without a systemic appreciation
and recognition of the work of peer review, for example, can we
really be surprised that editors are having “increasing difﬁculty”
(Fernandez-Llimos, 2019, p. 1502) and “challenges” (Dean and
Forray, 2018, p. 166) or just a plain old “tough time” (Kulkarni,
2016) recruiting peer reviewers? Just as the goal of the peer review
process is to improve scholarship (even if, given its many
detractors, such goals are arguably met), its focus on process—on
the doing of scholarly work—opens up a pathway toward
redeﬁning the quality scholarship and the many practices that
enrich its production.
The intentional turn to values
Our argument thus far suggests that current metrics undermine
the ecosystem created to generate high-quality scholarship and
fail to support and enrich the breadth and depth of scholarly
practice that in fact does elevate the quality of scholarship. The
current mechanisms of evaluation perpetuate and operate with an
impoverished deﬁnition of “scholarship”, one that is limited to a
narrow set of products (largely monographs and articles) that are
counted as artifacts of scholarship in isolation from the broad
array of processes and practices that contribute to their creation
and enhance their quality. Fetishizing products over processes in
this way not only undermines the vitality of the labor that makes
scholarship of the highest quality possible, but also undervalues
the many laborers—beyond individual authors—whose talent,
wisdom, time, and insights enrich the practice of scholarship
itself. Perpetuating the myth of the solitary scholar reinforces a
values system predicated on the empty rhetoric of “excellence”
critiqued by Moore et al. (2016)—one that is overly reliant on
proxy indicators to convey the status or success of a ﬁnal object.
Further, while those indicators, as the results of Niles et al.’s
recent research suggest, may reﬂect what scholars perceive to be
most valued by their peers, the opposite may in fact be the case,
creating an Abilene Paradox that threatens to undermine the
ecosystem upon which robust scholarship relies. These conditions
—perverse incentives, toxic environments, misaligned and misperceived values, coarse proxy measures, and the undervalued
and unrecognized breadth of labor and laborers—increasingly
compromise the full and fecund potential of scholarship.
If the perceptions of what “excellence” and “quality” actually
are and what others think they are have become uprooted, a ﬁrst
step in preparing the ground for new and deeper roots of scholarly excellence is to realign the systems of evaluation with an
explicit understanding of the values that shape scholarship of the
highest quality. In valuing what can be easily measured, metrics
distort what we most deeply value.
Instead of valuing what can be measured, as we so often do
now, we must ﬁnd ways to measure what we deeply—and
sometimes unconsciously—value. Unless scholars work to
6

actively listen to one another and engage in meaningful conversations about their shared (or conﬂicting) values, the prestige
machine on which the academy runs will continue to reproduce
itself, even when that is perhaps counter to what many involved
actually want. As the ScholCommLab researchers argue, “If
faculty truly value journal metrics and prestige outcomes less than
readership and peers reading their work, but perceive ‘others’ to
be the promoters of these concepts, fostering conversations and
other activities that allow faculty to make their values known may
be critical to addressing the disconnect. Doing so may enable
faculty to make publication decisions that are consistent with
their own values”. (Niles et al., 2020, p. 9)
Structured conversations about the values that animate the
most innovative and meaningful scholarship have transformative
power because they enable us to align the values about which we
care most deeply with practices that produce scholarship of the
highest quality. To redress the challenges we have articulated
above, values-alignment needs to be recognized as a catalyst of
scholarly excellence.
Often, the academy uses prestige—the imprimatur of established organizations such as publishers, aspirations toward
“peer institutions”, and other proxies—to signify excellence or
quality. Rather than focusing on outputs and assigning them a
similarly isolated quantitative proxy of “excellence”, the
HuMetricsHSS approach proposes a realignment of focus to the
many processes of scholarship—both because such a realignment offers an opportunity to broaden the spectrum of what
“counts” and because breaking down a product into its constitutive processes enables us to recognize and reward practices
of scholarship that enhance the quality of the work produced.
For example, as mentioned, the vital work of peer review
remains largely invisible despite its critical role in enhancing
scholarship through the creative insights, thoughtful feedback,
and intellectual effort of expert colleagues. By counting only the
product of such rich scholarly engagement as the primary
measurable outcome of the scholarship of a single author or
small group of collaborators, we fail to nurture the very intellectual energy that enhances the scholarship in question. To
take another example, when we only look to how scholarship is
received and cited within the academy, we fail to reward and
recognize the difﬁcult, yet often more impactful work of participatory research oriented toward the goals and objectives of
communities outside the academy itself.
Broad dashboards and frameworks that enable the quantitative
assessment of scholars and scholarship might be useful to gain a
general and superﬁcial understanding of a wide scope of scholarly
activity in relation to proxy indicators of quality. However,
contextual, values-based frameworks—speciﬁc to institution,
project, discipline, group, and individual—more effectively ensure
that any assessment of the quality of scholarly practices and
products is conducted using a rubric that aligns (a) with the core
values or mission of the group and (b) with the values or professional motivations of the individual scholar. Ultimately, the
values-aligned and values-enacted approach for which we advocate here at once more responsibly advances institutional missions and more effectively empowers individual scholars to
undertake meaningful work of the highest quality that has a
positive transformative impact on the lives of students, colleagues,
and members of a wider public.
Developing a values framework
Until the onset of the coronavirus pandemic, our project team had
been engaged in the provision of a series of day-long in-person
workshops at research-intensive institutions in the United States
designed to help academic faculty and staff—including
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administrators, librarians, researchers, and others—create common, shared understandings of what they value as individuals and
as institutions, whether that be, for example, engagement with a
broader community, diversity and inclusion, open and transparent
research processes, student-centered pedagogy, or experimental
digital scholarship. At most institutions, a top-down values statement is often embedded, implicitly or explicitly, in college and
university mission statements, but without any consideration of (a)
what the socio-professional motivations and values of individual
faculty members might be, (b) how values—institutional or personal—might be translated into the scholarly practice of individual
members of the faculty, or (c) how institutions and disciplines
recognize and reward scholarly work reﬂecting those values, often
in very disproportionate ways. Our approach to working with these
institutional teams in our workshops is threefold: (1) we facilitate
discussions about the discrepancies between what a given institution claims to value and what they assess and reward; (2) we
empower scholars and administrators to imagine what a valuesaligned approach to assessment, reward, and recognition might
look like at their institution; and then (3) we lead them through an
exploration of how they might shift individual practice, departmental policies, school-level, and college-level decisions, and
university procedures toward enacting and incentivizing those
values. These interventions can take the form of personalizing
tenure-and-promotion plans for individual members of the faculty,
such as outlined in the discussion of the CPIL framework above, to
creating values-aligned frameworks to guide future work and
budget allocations.
Lessons learned from the October 2017 HuMetricsHSS Value
of Values workshop (https://humetricshss.org/blog/on-the-valueof-values-workshop-part-1/) informed the attempt to integrate a
values-enacted approach to institutional budget decision making
in the College of Arts and Letters at Michigan State University.
Drawing on the core values departments and programs had
identiﬁed through facilitated values-conversions, the College
identiﬁed equity, openness, and community as the core values
that would shape the work of the College community (https://cal.
msu.edu/news/living-values/). A commitment to putting these
values into practice led to the development of an open and collaborative budget-request process in which all unit chairs and
directors were asked to prepare two priority requests that were
then shared with and evaluated by all the associate deans, chairs,
and directors in the College. To facilitate the process, leaders
across the College worked together to establish a budget request
evaluation rubric that included consideration of values alignment,
student success, faculty retention, and a variety of budgetary,
resource, space, and time constraints. Having developed this
rubric in an open and collaborative way, the associate deans,
chairs, and directors evaluated one another’s requests, and the
results were mapped onto a matrix that provided a sense of the
shared judgment of the College’s leadership and informed
the speciﬁc budgetary decisions made by the dean. Opening the
budget request process to this collaborative effort at once deepened the understanding of the wide array of requests made
across units and increased the number of collaborative requests
received. Further, the shared articulation of the rubric the dean
would use to make decisions enacted a commitment to transparency and deepened levels of trust among unit leaders and with
the dean’s ofﬁce.
While these approaches to promoting values-enacted scholarly
evaluation and institutional decision-making practices are promising, the HuMetricsHSS initiative is but one among a number of
efforts seeking to align values more intentionally with outputs of
scholarship. Other examples include the San Francisco Declaration
on Research Assessment (DORA) (https://sfdora.org/), the UK’s
Responsible Metrics Initiative (https://responsiblemetrics.org), the
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Leiden Manifesto (http://www.leidenmanifesto.org/), the European
Network for Research Evaluation in the Social Sciences and the
Humanities (ENRESSH) (https://enressh.eu/), EvalHum (http://
www.evalhum.eu/), and the Research Evaluation Working Group
within the International Network of Research Management Societies (INORMS) (https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluationworking-group/), all of which have been working for years on the
challenge of changing deeply entrenched academic evaluation cultures and promoting a more responsible approach to research
evaluation processes.
DORA, a global effort spearheaded by scientists in 2013, has
championed an approach to research evaluation that encourages
the use of diverse research impact metrics. Notably, DORA has
been signed by nearly 1400 organizations and more than 14,000
individuals who disavow the “use of journal-based metrics, such
as Journal Impact Factors, in funding, appointment, and promotion considerations” and who recognize the “need to capitalize
on the opportunities provided by online publication (such as …
exploring new indicators of signiﬁcance and impact)”. DORA’s
prominence (owing to its association with respected research
policy researchers, universities, and organizations like the Public
Library of Science) has meant that the effort has loomed large in
the minds of those engaging with all disciplinary evaluation
practices. It was the ﬁrst in a series of initiatives that aim to
reform how research evaluation is practiced. Recently they have
undertaken active efforts to build community engagement,
including conducting webinar discussions and online forums and
hosting monthly community calls.
The Responsible Metrics initiative was another such prominent
effort, announced following the publication of the UK’s Higher
Education Funding Council for England’s Metric Tide report
(Wilsdon et al., 2015). The report explored the possible use of
metrics in the 2014 Research Excellence Framework (REF2014)
national evaluation exercise, and recommended that metrics
should “support, not supplant” the role of expert peer review in
evaluation for all disciplines, including the humanities and social
sciences. According to the Metric Tide report, “responsible
metrics can be understood in terms of a number of dimensions:
Robustness: basing metrics on the best possible data in terms of
accuracy and scope;
Humility: recognizing that quantitative evaluation should
support—but not supplant—qualitative, expert assessment;
Transparency: keeping data collection and analytical processes
open and transparent, so that those being evaluated can test
and verify the results;
Diversity: accounting for variation by ﬁeld, and using a range
of indicators to reﬂect and support a plurality of research and
researcher career paths across the system;
Reﬂexivity: recognizing and anticipating the systemic and
potential effects of indicators, and updating them in response”.
(pp. 134–135)
Each of these dimensions of Responsible Metrics is rooted in
values similar to those shared by our project. The difference lies
in that the concept of Responsible Metrics applies those values to
the process of research evaluation itself, rather than to the values
of the researcher per se.
Though the Responsible Metrics initiative is now largely
inactive, a number of independent researchers and research
administrators have taken up the “responsible metrics” mantle,
publishing and speaking candidly on the challenges and opportunities inherent in the use of research indicators and implementing at their local universities the Metric Tide
recommendations. In 2016–2018, for example, Durham University convened a Responsible Metrics Working Group charged
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with addressing locally the recommendations of the Metric Tide
report; their proposed framework was approved by the university
senate on 16 October 2018 (https://www.dur.ac.uk/library/
research/evaluate/responsiblemetrics/). In Summer 2019, Cardiff
University advertised for a “responsible research metrics ofﬁcer”
(https://thebibliomagician.wordpress.com/latestjobsalerts/), a position funded by the Wellcome Trust and eventually ﬁlled by Karen
Desborough, Cardiff’s Responsible Research Assessment Ofﬁcer
(https://www.cardiff.ac.uk/research/our-research-environment/
integrity-and-ethics/responsible-research-assessment). And others
have written extensively about the concept (European Commission
Expert Group on Altmetrics, 2017; Evans, 2018; McVeigh, 2018).
These kinds of discussions and values-based approaches to research
evaluation have the ability to shift the culture of higher education.
HSS-speciﬁc research evaluation projects are also inﬂuencing
academia through their values-based practices, especially across
Europe. ENRESSH is part of a pan-European intergovernmental
framework that “aims to propose clear best practices in the ﬁeld
of SSH research evaluation” in a manner that reﬂects the diversity
of HSS research. Along with the EvalHum consortium, which
hosts an annual conference on HSS research evaluation, the work
of ENRESSH to engage and serve researchers from all corners of
Europe embodies the concepts of equity and diversity.
The INORMS Research Evaluation Working Group has
developed SCOPE, a ﬁve-stage process for evaluating responsibly
(https://inorms.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/scope.pdf):
START with values, consider CONTEXT, weigh the OPTIONS
for measuring, PROBE those options deeply, and EVALUATE the
evaluation. The SCOPE model stresses that responsible assessment should be rooted in measuring what we as institutions value
and care most about in research, while acknowledging that often
“we either measure what others value, or measure using only the
data that we have readily available”. The process of understanding
and developing a contextualized value framework involves iterative steps intended to always probe and evaluate the evaluation
process against the framework itself.
These initiatives all share an underlying desire both to recognize and encourage HSS research and pedagogy of the highest
quality and to protect HSS scholars from the misuse and abuse of
research impact indicators that only recognize a very narrow slice
of scholarly labor in a system that is already highly focused on a
very narrow slice of academic laborers and outputs. Building
upon the efforts of other research assessment policy experts,
however, we on the HuMetricsHSS initiative advance a unique
“values-ﬁrst” approach designed to transform the culture of
higher education from within by holding individuals and institutions accountable to the values they identify as shaping
their work.
Toward a taxonomy of values-enacted indicators
The current preference for evaluation metrics and the currency
they use—citations—could be enriched simply by expanding the
scope of sources for those indicators of quality and impact. This is
already the work of altmetrics, deﬁned by the National Information Standards Organization (2016) as “the collection of
multiple digital indicators related to scholarly work…derived
from activity and engagement among diverse stakeholders and
scholarly outputs in the research ecosystem, including the public
sphere”. Commercial altmetrics companies such as Plum Analytics and Almetric.com, as well as the nonproﬁt Our Research tool
ImpactStory (https://proﬁles.impactstory.org), look for the digital
trace of interest in research outputs in a wide variety of sources,
including social media, library catalogs, clinical or policy documents, blog posts, and code repositories such as Github. At Plum
Analytics (https://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics), for
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example, these “traces of interest” take ﬁve broad forms: citations,
usage, captures (including bookmarks or forked code), mentions,
and social media.
Where our approach differs from a standard altmetrics effort,
however, lies in the intention and interpretation of our project. One
of the aims of PlumX Metrics, for example, is to “enable analysis by
comparing like with like”, while Altmetric sells its services to
researchers by promising that the data it provides “can be used to
benchmark against other research published in your ﬁeld, meaning
you can see where the work of your peers is gaining traction”
(https://www.altmetric.com/audience/researchers/). Such a focus on
market analysis and peer competition can certainly be one measure
of inﬂuence—possibly leading, as we have already argued, to toxic
behavior in both individual and institutional contexts—but it does
little to suggest how scholars are advancing work in alignment with
their own individual and institutional goals and values. It also only
supports, again, a summative approach to assessment.
A shift in the focus of an existing indicator or an expansion of
its scope can, when adopted with intention, can be brought into
alignment with a given values framework. For example, while
citations in journals are (too) often (improperly) used as an
indicator of the impact of a publication, citations within syllabi, as
Cronin (2014) and Kousha and Thelwall (2014) argue, can
demonstrate that a set of ideas is gaining in relevance and urgency
for faculty and students.
Because the syllabus can function both as an artifact and an
indicator of scholarship, it is an important locus of scholarly
intervention and impact. As an artifact of scholarship, the syllabus offers faculty opportunities to embody the values about which
they care most deeply through the texts they assign, the assignments they give, and the policies they adopt. We put it this way in
a ﬂash essay that argues that the syllabus is a locus of intervention
and impact:
“As a construction site for notions of authority, legitimacy,
and power, [the syllabus] proffers an opportunity to build
up traditionally underrepresented voices and forms of
scholarship and redeﬁne the parameters of the scholarly
conversation. As a form of sustained engagement with
those voices, it offers a new way to conceive of scholarly
impact that goes beyond just another citation”. (Agate et al.,
2020)
If the construction of a syllabus invites scholars to put their
values into practice through what and how they teach, the syllabus also serves as an indicator of scholarship for those scholars
whose texts and scholarship are taught. Being cited in a syllabus
indicates that the work is being engaged in a substantive way not
only by a scholar’s peers, but by their students. This suggests that
syllabus citations and the amount of time dedicated to a given
artifact of scholarship could provide a richly textured account of
the impact of a scholar’s work. As Jason Rhody (2016) puts it,
“such indicators might help us rethink and inﬂuence notions of
impact that currently favor an article-based intellectual economy”. (Inclusion of one’s work in a syllabus affords deep insight
into impact: the level of the course, the institution in which it is
taught, the amount of time dedicated to the scholarship, the
assignments associated with the work—all become indicators of
impact for scholars hoping to provide textured accounts of the
extent to which their work is adopted and engaged.
This focus on the syllabus as an indicator of scholarship moves
from what is published to what is taught, from what scholars are
reading to what students are learning, from the conference to the
classroom. Here too our understanding of impact deepens, for
when a given article or blog post or podcast is taught, we have
access to a more textured understanding of its impact. We can
discern where it is being taught, at which institutions and at what
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levels; we can identify how much time is being dedicated to the
ideas or if the content referenced is the focus of speciﬁc assignments and projects. Citations in syllabi also situate ideas within a
broader network of scholarship that provides a deeper understanding of their impact. We might identify syllabus citations as
an example of what we could call Expanded Scope and Deepened
Focus Indicators.
A second set of examples of Expanded Scope and Deepened
Focus Indicators can be discerned in an emerging new group of
awards that are given in recognition of work that has for too long
remained undervalued and unrecognized (Long, 2019). In 2019,
for example, the journal Language Testing announced a new
Language Testing Reviewer of the Year Award (https://journals.
sagepub.com/page/ltj/awards). Established by co-editors Paula
Winke and Luke Harding, the award recognizes a reviewer who
has provided exceptional reviews according to the quality of the
feedback provided. More speciﬁcally, the editors established criteria for the award associated with the values the journal wanted
to cultivate. Reviews must provide knowledgeable feedback and
open, resourceful advice; they must be collegial, kind, and timely;
and the feedback must have a positive impact on the ﬁnal publication. These criteria at once elevate the quality of the work
published and recognize the importance of peer review and formative feedback in the creation of scholarship. Following this
example, the Journal for General Education established its ﬁrst
Reviewer of the Year award in 2020 (http://www.psupress.org/
Journals/jnls_jge.html).
A second type of values-enacted indicator might be called
Vicarious Indicators. To foster a culture of generosity
and–perhaps more importantly–to address the imbalance in the
academic ecosystem that rewards only limited products (e.g.,
publications) that rely on substantial hidden labor, we can identify
ways to recognize and reward faculty for facilitating or contributing to the success of their colleagues. For example, a mentor
might point to very traditional indicators of success for a mentee
—peer-reviewed journal publications, invitations to conferences,
monograph publications, etc.—as indicators of effective mentoring. To avoid the very real danger of taking credit for the success
of others, it is important to establish structures for mentees to
certify and lend detail to the impact a mentor may have had on
their mentee’s success. The value of a culture of generosity, of
course, is that it breaks the corrosive self-centered culture of
competition that distorts relationships within and beyond the
academy, and it also helps disrupt mythologies of individualism
that pervade an academic culture that is replete with collegiality
and collaboration, whether recognized or not. A “solitary scholar”
is one who relies on an extensive network of colleagues in archives,
libraries, and labs, and on deep reserves of peer feedback—
through formative feedback mechanisms, from individual conversations and conference Q&A to formal peer review—that can
often have transformative effects on their work, even if in small
ways. While Vicarious Indicators might be too easily weaponized
to take credit away from those who deserve it most, creating
intentional structures and processes of reciprocal feedback can
mitigate this danger even as it would enrich our understanding of
the mutual process of creating most scholarly outputs.
Vicarious Indicators are already at work in the evaluation of
academic administrators. Recognizing that effective administration requires a shift from the self-centered focus of the scholar to
an other-oriented approach, the success of administrators is often
measured by the success they empower others to achieve. These
achievements are often discerned in traditional terms—research
expenditures, fundraising success, faculty awards won, books or
articles published, etc. Still, these indicators are vicarious because
they depend on the success of others and are grounded in the
extent to which that success can be traced to the conditions the
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administrator helped establish to make them possible. Vicarious
Indicators can also be deployed to capture the microtransactions
of everyday collegiality and to recognize labor that is necessary
but undervalued. As we discussed earlier, the increased scarcity of
peer reviewers in the face of an overwhelming number of articles
and books in need of review reﬂects a dangerously skewed reward
system. But developing ways of capturing and rewarding contributions through formative and evaluative peer review would
not only help rebalance this equation but might encourage more
collegial, thoughtful, and encouraging feedback.
A third type of values-enacted indicator may be discerned in
the way some academic units are beginning to integrate point
systems into their annual review processes to give colleagues
credit for activities that are valued by the group but not
necessarily by the wider academic community. We might call
these Values-Driven Quantiﬁcation Indicators. The distinguishing feature of this type of indicator is that a group decides
together to embrace a robust point system precisely to give
weight to a variety of activities they deem worthwhile. The
Department of Gender, Women’s, and Sexuality Studies at the
University of Iowa, for example, uses just such a system to count
a broad range of contributions to teaching, research, and service
the faculty have agreed to recognize as valuable not just to an
individual’s career but to the health of the department. The key
to the successful adoption of such indicators is that the group
has engaged in conversations that are intentionally structured to
facilitate honest self-reﬂection about the values they share and
how those values might themselves be valued in evaluating
performance.
The transformative power of a values-enacted approach
If, as we have suggested, a ﬁrst step in deepening the meaning of
scholarly excellence is to realign our systems of evaluation with an
explicit understanding of the values that shape our scholarship,
we are now in a position to recognize that “quality” scholarship
simply is intentionally enacting the values that give our work
purpose. Notions of “excellence” when it comes to research
evaluation have long been discussed and often contested (Adams
and Gurney, 2014; Bernal and Villalpando, 2002; Brown and
Leigh, 2018; Carli et al., 2019; Cremonini et al. 2018; Hamann,
2016; Hazelkorn, 2015; Hester, 2003; Hicks, 2012; Johnston, 2008;
Kalpazidou Schmidt and Graversen, 2018; Kraemer-Mbula et al.,
2020; Kwok, 2013; Ndoﬁrepi, 2017; Oancea and Furlong, 2007;
Thelwall and Delgado, 2015; Tijssen, 2003; Tijssen and KraemerMbula, 2017; Vessuri et al., 2013). From Bill Readings’ The
University in Ruins (1997) and Michèle Lamont’s How Professors
Think (2010) to the more recent “Excellence R Us” article (Moore
et al., 2016), we have repeated reminders that excellence often
itself serves as a false proxy for evaluating scholarly work and
institutions. Moore et al. suggest soundness as an alternative to
excellence, but soundness has too limited a meaning associated
with the structures of arguments to adequately capture the rich
and textured expressions of quality found in a wide diversity of
disciplines. Instead, our approach seeks to ground the meaning of
excellence and quality in how well scholarship embodies a shared
set of stated values appropriate to a given context and developed
in genuine reciprocal dialog.
In short, we argue that to elevate the quality of the scholarship
we produce, we must establish values-based frameworks that
align with, recognize, and reward personal and institutional
values enacted in supportive local contexts. Here the quality of
scholarship depends not on the deployment of abstract standards
that ﬂatten the texture of our research, alienate us from the
vitality of our work, and feed a corrosive culture of competition,
but rather on empowering scholars to put their values into
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intentional practice in meaningful ways. Shifting from abstract
standards of excellence to enacting values-inﬂected purposeful
work has the capacity to transform the culture of higher education—making scholarship more meaningful for those who
undertake it, more valuable for the communities engaged by it,
and more transparent to those who need to evaluate it.
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Notes
1 Throughout this article we use the term “ecosystem” to refer to the interactions
between scholars and the material environment in which they operate. Building,
however, on Norris (2014), we would argue that when “ecosystem” is used to describe
human-constructed social conditions then one needs also to interrogate the values that
inform the construction of the systems themselves.
2 The toxic culture to which we refer here has a long history. Over a century ago, John
Jay Chapman (1910) was already lamenting the way business practices had reshaped
higher education since the 1870’s, with the result that professors had become more
interested in protecting their own self-interest than in supporting one another in
advancing the educational mission of the university.
3 See our discussion of this term and its critique on pages 13–14.
4 At the California State University at Fullerton, all students in a math class were
required to purchase a textbook co-authored by the department chair and deputy chair
(Jaschik, 2015). While that incident is a particularly egregious example of the practice,
professors requiring students to purchase their textbooks is not uncommon, as Ian
Ayres (2005) points out in arguing that college textbooks should be free to students, as
they are in elementary and secondary school.
5 Inﬂation bias, also known as “p-hacking” or “selective reporting”, is the misreporting
of true effect sizes in published studies. It occurs when researchers try out several
statistical analyses or data eligibility speciﬁcations and then selectively report those
that produce signiﬁcant results.
6 It is important to note that while a values-based approach to academic labor is meant
to recognize labor across the academy, including those not on the tenure track, the
tenure clock and structures of tenured faculty advancement remain dominating
constructs for university pacing, for those both on and off the tenure track.
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